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NEPA's EFFECT ON THE CONSIDERATION OF
ALTERNATIVES: A CRUCIAL TEST*
WILLIAM W. HILL** and LEONARD ORTOLANO***

INTRODUCTION
Since the enactment of the National Environmental Policy Act of
19691 much attention has been focused on the Act's more obvious
effects: the preparation of environmental statements and the litigation surrounding alleged failures of agencies to prepare such statements where required or to prepare fully adequate statements. This
litigation has resulted in greater compliance with NEPA, in the sense
that environmental statements are generally being prepared where
required and the quality of the average statement has improved.
However, there is some question as to whether the activity associated
with the preparation and review of environmental statements has led
to changes in agency planning and decision making that are consistent with the spirit as well as the letter of the Act. Ingram has
articulated this question of the long term effectiveness of NEPA
concisely. She notes in reference to the large number of court cases
that environmental organizations have won under NEPA that, "There
is a considerable difference ...between sand in the wheels of progress on specific projects and actually altering the patterns of communications in decision making. '"2
It was this question of NEPA's long term effectiveness which led
us to investigate its influence on federal water resources planning and
decision making. Specifically, this investigation entailed an examination of NEPA's effects and effectiveness in two federal water resources planning programs: the small watershed program of the U.S.
*The research on which this article is based was supported in part by funds provided by
the U.S. Dep't of the Interior as authorized under Title II of the Water Resources Research
Act of 1964. We would like to express our gratitude to the many persons who consented to
be interviewed in connection with this research, and to the 242 Corps and SCS planners who
responded to our questionnaires. We are also indebted to our colleague Bryan Jenkins,
whose questions and comments continually forced us to reexamine our thinking.
**Visiting Assistant Professor, Dep't. of City & Regional Planning, University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill; formerly Research Assistant, Department of Civil Engineering,
Stanford University.
***Associate Professor, Department of Civil Engineering, Stanford University.
1. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq. (1970).
2. H. Ingram, Information Channels and EnvironmentalDecision Making, 13 NAT. RES.
J. 150, 162 (1973).
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Department of Agriculture's Soil Conservation Service (SCS) and the
survey investigation program (preauthorization studies) of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).' This paper presents some of the
results from that portion of the investigation dealing with NEPA's
influence on the formulation and evaluation of alternatives. These
results are based on data obtained from questionnaire surveys mailed
in 1974 to all Corps District offices and SCS State Offices.
The part of NEPA that focuses most directly on alternatives is
Section 102(2)(C)(iii) of NEPA, which requires that every environmental statement contain information on "alternatives to the proposed action." This discussion of alternatives, generally recognized as
one of the key elements of an environmental statement, has been
identified as the one area in which environmental statements are
typically most deficient.4 This paper does not concentrate on the
environmental statement, per se. Rather, it goes beyond the environmental statement by examining whether NEPA has affected the formulation and evaluation of alternatives during the various stages of
the planning and decision making processes in Corps and SCS water
resources planning programs.
We believe that NEPA's effect on the consideration of alternatives
represents one of the single best measures of NEPA's effectiveness in
achieving the policy objectives articulated in Section 101 of
NEPA. The premises that lead us to this position are as follows: (1)
The legislative intent reflected in NEPA is that agencies be required
to take account of environmental, economic, and technical considerations in all phases of planning and decision making. (2) If
NEPA is to be effective in the long run, fundamental changes must
be made in agencies' planning and decision making processes. That is,
NEPA's intent can not be achieved by environmental analyses
"tacked on" to planning processes used prior to NEPA's passage; (3)
The consideration of a wide range of alternatives is central to "good"
planning.' From these premises it follows that in order for environmental considerations to be fully integrated into planning and de3. For a full report of this research, see W. Hill, The National Environmental Policy Act
and Federal Water Resources Planning: Effects and Effectiveness In the Corps and S.C.S.,
Report IPM-4, Dep't of Civil Engineering, Stanford University (Dec. 1977).
4. See, e.g., National Environmental Policy Act Oversight: Hearings Before the
Subcomm. on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation and the Environment of the House
Comm. on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 94th Cong., 1st Sess. (1975) (statement of Bruce
Terris, Esq., at 172).
5. Cf. M. Wolman, Selecting Alternatives in Water Resources Planningand the Politicsof
Agendas, 16 NAT. RES. J. 773 (1976). Wolman is generally critical of engineering and
planning discussions of the enumeration of alternatives which have "minimized the significance of social or ideological conflicts." Id. at 774. Utilizing the literature of political
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cision making, and to thereby satisfy the intent of NEPA, the
opportunity must exist for environmental considerations to influence
both the selection of the alternatives to be considered (formulation)
and the selection of the plan which is ultimately recommended for
implementation (evaluation or plan ranking).
In the section immediately below we look to the language of
NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines6 and
the Corps and SCS procedures implementing these in order to
identify specific requirements regarding the consideration of alternatives. The requirements are then examined in the context of the
assumptions outlined above to arrive at specific criteria by which
NEPA's effectiveness, vis-a-vis the consideration of alternatives, can
be measured. That is, how might NEPA be expected to bring environmental considerations into the formulation and evaluation of alternatives in water resources planning in the Corps and SCS and what one
might expect to observe if in fact NEPA is accomplishing this end? In
the remainder of the paper the results of the questionnaire surveys
administered to the Corps and SCS are examined to see how well
they performed with respect to the measures of effectiveness.
TOWARD MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS: NEPA, CEQ AND
AGENCY REQUIREMENTS

The NEPA requirement that information on alternatives to the
proposed action be included in every environmental statement was
noted above. A stronger mandate in regard to alternatives is contained in Section 102(2)(D). This section requires that all federal
agencies "study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves
unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources."'7
The CEQ guidelines contain detailed requirements as to what
should be included in an environmental statement regarding alternascience dealing with agenda building, Wolman argues that, "[T] he agenda of alternatives to
be considered is not only fundamental to the democratic process but access to the agenda,
rather than being simply an intellectual exercise and a pro-forma act of the planning process,
represents in reality the politics of influencing or controlling the outcome of a contest or
decision." Id. at 774-75. This supports the central argument of this paper, that NEPA's
influence on the consideration of alternatives represents an excellent measure of NEPA's
effectiveness in getting environmental considerations integrated into planning and decision
making.
6. Council on Environmental Quality, Preparation of Environmental Impact Statements:
Guidelines, 38 Fed. Reg. 20550 (1973) [hereinafter cited as CEQ guidelines].
.7. National Environmental Protection Act of 1969, § 102, 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E)
(Supp. V 1975).
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tives which reflect the language of NEPA and, to a large extent, the
decisions handed down by the courts in NEPA litigation. The CEQ
guidelines require that the environmental statement include information on "[a]lternatives to the proposed action, including,
where relevant, those not within the existing authority of the responsible agency [emphasis supplied]. ' ' 8 Further, "[a] rigorous
exploration and objective evaluation of the environmental impacts of
all reasonable alternative actions, particularly those that might
enhance environmental quality or avoid some or all of the adverse
environmental effects, is essential." 9
This section of the guidelines continues with examples of alternatives that should be included. CEQ lists the following types of
alternatives: (1) the "no action" alternative; (2) "alternatives requiring actions of a significantly different nature which would provide
similar benefits with different environmental impacts [e.g., 'nonstructural alternatives to flood control programs'] ;" (3) "alternatives related to different designs or details of the proposed action
which would present different environmental impacts" (referred to
herein as project modifications); and (4) "alternative measures to
provide for compensation of fish and wildlife losses, including the
acquisition of land, waters, and interests therein" (referred to herein
as mitigation).' 0
On the subject of alternatives the CEQ guidelines do more than
indicate the types of alternatives to be discussed in an environmental
statement. They call for the use of the "environmental impact statement process to explore alternative actions that will avoid or minimize adverse impacts."' 1 The discussion in the environmental statement per se is intended to reveal the results of this exploration by
reflecting "the agency's comparative evaluation of the environmental
benefits, costs and risks of the proposed action and each reasonable
alternative."' 2
8. CEQ guidelines, supra note 6, at § 1500.8(a)( 4 ) (emphasis added).
9. Id.
10. Id. (emphasis added). Note that while this list is useful in framing some of the
possible types of alternatives, items (3) and (4) present some difficulty in interpretation.
For example, should a dam with a fish ladder (mitigation measure) be considered an alternative to the identical dam without the fish ladder? Should a fourteen mile channelization
project be considered an alternative to sixteen miles of channelization? Our feeling is that
such mitigation measures and minor project modifications should not be considered alternatives in the same sense as "no action," nonstructural alternatives and major project modifications. This problem of defining what constitutes a "real alternative" has not, to our
knowledge, been dealt with in the literature. Questions of interpretation raised by this lack
of precise definition are taken up below with some of the analyses of data.
11. Id. at § 1500.2(b)(3).
12. Id. at § 1500.8(a)(4).
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There is one other provision of the CEQ guidelines that is especially noteworthy in the context of alternatives: a call for interdisciplinary planning, which reflects the Section 102(2)(A) requirement that agencies "utilize a systematic interdisciplinary approach
which will insure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences
and the environmental design arts in planning and decision making
which may have an impact on man's environment."' I The connection between the Section 102(2)(A) requirement and the consideration of alternatives is clearly recognized by the CEQ guidelines: "The
interdisciplinary approach should not be limited to the preparation
of the environmental statement, but should also be used in the early
planning stages of the proposed action. Early application of such an
approach should help assure a systematic evaluation of reasonable
alternative courses of action and their potential social, economic, and
environmental consequences [emphasis supplied] ."I'
NEPA procedures issued by the Corps' ' and SCS' 6 fully reflect
CEQ guideline requirements concerning the consideration of alternatives. Corps and SCS NEPA procedures elaborate on the CEQ guidelines by providing lists of specific types of actions that should always
be considered during the course of planning. It is noteworthy that
both agencies' procedures give special emphasis to the consideration
of nonstructural alternatives and the "no project" or "no action"
alternative.
Based on CEQ and agency requirements and the promises delineated in the previous section, we can formulate criteria for evaluating
the effectiveness of NEPA in influencing the consideration given to
alternatives in planning and decision making in the Corps and SCS.
These criteria, or measures of effectiveness, are changes which one
might be expected to observe if NEPA has affected the consideration
of alternatives by the agencies. Changes reflecting the degree of
consideration are: (1) the range of alternatives receiving serious
consideration-specifically, nonstructural alternatives, alternatives
outside the authority of the agencies to implement, and the "no
13. Supra note 7, at § 4332(2)(A).
14. CEQ guidelines, supra note 6, at § 1500.8(c) (emphasis added).
15. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Engineer Regulation 1105-2-507, Planning: Preparation and Coordination of Environmental Statements, 39 Fed. Reg. 12737 (1974) [hereinafter cited as Corps NEPA Procedures].
16. U.S. Dep't of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Environmental Impact Statements: Guidelines for Preparation, 39 Fed. Reg. 19646 (1974) [hereinafter cited as SCS
NEPA Procedures]. Note that while these SCS NEPA Procedures were not formally in effect
at the time of our survey, interim procedures containing essentially the same language
regarding alternatives had been transmitted to the field level offices.
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project" alternative;' 1 (2) the effect of environmental impact assessment in the formulation and evaluation of alternatives; and (3) the
influence of Corps and SCS environmental resources (ER) personnel
in the consideration of alternatives. In the remainder of this paper we
elaborate further on these three measures of effectiveness and examine them in terms of Corps and SCS planning efforts which were
underway at the time of our questionnaire surveys-Spring 1974.
RESEARCH APPROACH
QuestionnaireSurveys
Our surveys consisted of three different questionnaire forms
mailed to each of the field offices of the Corps and SCS, i.e., Corps
Districts and SCS State Offices.' I Form A, which was to be completed by the Chief of Planning in each Corps District and the Assistant State Conservationist for Watersheds in each SCS State Office,
was designed primarily to produce "overview" data regarding NEPArelated activities and the scope of pre-authorization planning and
watershed planning, respectively. Only a few of the results discussed
in this paper were derived from questions included on this form.
Forms B and C were slightly longer, nearly identical questionnaires
which were to be completed by field level personnel actively involved
in planning. In the Corps, Form B was to be completed by a study
manager/project engineer and Form C was to be completed by someone in the environmental resources (ER) branch or section. In both
cases it was requested that the respondent be someone involved in an
ongoing survey investigation begun "in the last two to five years." In
SCS, Form B was to be completed by the head of the watershed
planning party or a member of his staff and Form C was to be
completed by the State Resource Conservationist or "someone else
not on the watershed planning staff who has been involved in watershed planning to some extent during the past few years. (Preferably a
non-engineer)." Forms B and C were slightly different, but each
contained many questions in common. The format and wording of
the Corps and SCS questionnaires were as nearly identical as possible.
17. What we are interested in measuring here is whether the range of alternatives being
considered has been expanded to include other than the "usual" set of structural alternatives. Thus, the other types of alternatives listed by CEQ and noted above (namely, project
modifications and mitigation measures) are not of concern here.
18. The design and pretesting of these questionnaires is described in detail in W. Hill & L.
Ortolano, NEPA's Influence on Federal Water Planning: Part 1, Effect of the "Review and
Comment Process" on Water Resources Planning in the Corps of Engineers and Soil Conservation Service (Sept. 1975) (EEP-Report No. 52, Dept. of Civil Eng., Stanford Univ.);
and in W. Hill, supra note 3.
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The SCS questionnaires were mailed out in February 1974 and the
Corps questionnaires followed a month later. SCS returned a total of
139 completed questionnaires (99 percent response rate) while 103
were returned from the Corps (93 percent response rate). The overall
response rate of 96 percent, while certainly owing much to transmittal letters supplied by the Corps and SCS Washington offices, also
attests to the high level of interest in this research topic among field
level planners in the two agencies.
"Plan Specific" Questions
Each of the Form B and Form C questionnaires included a section
in which the respondent was asked to answer all questions "with
reference to a specific survey scope investigation [or, for SCS, a
Public Law 566 project] " with which you have been actively involved." It was requested that this planning study preferably be one
begun in the last two to five years (for SCS, "one authorized for
planning in the last three years").'
The main selection criterion,
however, was that the respondent had been actively involved in the
planning. This "plan-specific" section of the questionnaires contained over 30 questions, approximately a third of which dealt with
the consideration of alternatives. While these plan-specific questions
are vulnerable to the criticism that respondents may have tended to
refer to their best planning efforts, this is not felt to be a significant
problem. Using the selection criteria noted above, the pool of available planning studies from which a respondent could pick a best
effort was generally not very large.
The need to include plan-specific questions became apparent in
the course of the preliminary interviews conducted during the design
and pre-testing of the questionnaires. When a Corps or SCS planner
was asked a question in general terms, the usual response included a
recitation of the official guidance on the subject. However, when the
same question was asked in the context of a particular study, the
response was much more specific and often times significantly different from the official guidance. For example, when asked what alternatives were being considered in planning, the field level planner
would typically respond with the categorical list of alternatives
which his or her agency guidelines said were to be considered, e.g.,
19. Public Law 566 project is an analogous term for small watersheds project. It derives
from the Act authorizing the program: Pub. L. No. 83-566 as amended, Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, 16 U.S.C. § § 1001-1008 (1970).
20. Hereinafter questions quoted from the surveys will give the wording used in the
Corps questionnaire with word changes appropriate to SCS noted in parentheses.
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the "no project" alternative, flood plain zoning, etc. While such
responses established that these planners were cognizant of their field
level guidance, they established little else. When more probing questions were asked of these planners concerning alternatives considered
in a specific planning study, we often found that many of these
alternatives had not been seriously considered in that particular
study. More often, there had been one principal structural alternative
under consideration from the outset and other alternatives had been
given limited consideration much later in the planning process or, in
some instances, had been considered only in the preparation of the
environmental statement. Most planners were quick to point out that
this was the way it was before NEPA; things were different now.
Nevertheless, these interviews prompted us to include a plan-specific
section in the Form B and Form C questionnaires; they also
prompted us to use plan-specific questions to examine the seriousness with which alternatives were in fact being considered in the
agencies' planning processes.
The Corps sample for the plan-specific questions includes 34 Form
B responses and 35 Form C responses for a total sample size of 69.
For SCS there were 46 responses for each of the two questionnaire
forms for a total sample size of 92. Note, however, that the number
of different studies or projects in the sample is somewhat less than
the total number of respondents. This is because some of the respondents from the same Corps District or SCS State Office elected to
refer to the same study. The data presented below have not been
corrected for this duplication because they represent (often differing) perceptions of individual respondents.
Also note that the number of usable responses (N) reported in the
analyses below is always slightly less than the sample sizes given
above. One reason for this is that not every respondent answered
every question. Another reason for the varying N's for different questions stems from the selection criteria for the plan-specific questions,
as explained below.
Planning Studies in Different Stages of Completion
One consequence of asking respondents to answer questions with
reference to planning studies in which they had been actively involved is that the data refer to studies in all stages of planning, from
those just beginning to those essentially completed. For example, 18
percent of the planning studies referred to by Corps respondents had
been essentially completed at the time of our survey (i.e., a plan had
been presented at a final public hearing); and 5 percent of the Corps
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studies were in the earliest stages of planning (i.e., they were not yet
past the point at which a "Phase I study report" had been submitted). 2 1 Forty percent of the studies referred to by SCS respondents were essentially completed (i.e., they were in the final review
process or approved for "Operations"); and two percent were in the
earliest (i.e., "Preliminary Investigation") stage of planning.' 2
The fact that our sample includes studies in various stages of completion does not prevent any particular problems in the analysis of
the data." 3 The only result of having studies in various stages of
completion is that the usable sample size varies for different questions. The reason for this is that those cases where a question could
not be answered because the planning was not sufficiently far along
or, conversely, because it was too far along, were treated as "missing
cases." That is, the response to the particular question was coded as
"not applicable" and eliminated from the usable sample. As explained below, an additional technique was employed in the analysis
of the consideration given nonstructural alternatives. Since this analysis involved responses to four different questions, a screening criteria was used to eliminate all studies in the early stages of planning
and thus to maintain a uniform sample size for the analysis.
THE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
One of the criteria that we used in measuring NEPA's effectiveness
concerned the extent to which the range of alternatives had increased. We were particularly interested in whether or not the three
types of alternatives expressly noted in both the CEQ guidelines and
the Corps and SCS NEPA procedures were being considered: the "no
project" alternative, alternatives outside the authority of the agency
to implement, and nonstructural alternatives. These alternatives frequently receive some discussion in Corps and SCS environmental
statements. The key question relates to how seriously these alternatives were being considered in planning and decision making.
Matters relating to the range of alternatives were investigated using
plan-specific questions. One such question asked the respondents to
list "only those alternatives considered which are capable of meeting
21. See W. Hill & L. Ortolano, supra note 18, at 4-9, et seq. for a description of the
Corps preauthorization planning process and definition of these terms.
22. See id. at 4-21 et seq. & A-1 et seq. for a description of the SCS small watershed
planning process.
23. As a check on this, crosstabulations were computed between the stage of planning
reached and each of the other variables used in the analyses below. No statistically significant correlations were found.
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the study (the sponsor's) objectives." Corps Form B and Form C
respondents (N=52) listed an average of 3.8 alternatives each; SCS
Form B respondents (N=44) listed an average of 3.4 alternatives
each. 2 4 Despite explicit guidance from CEQ and the Washington
offices of the two agencies, only two respondents indicated that the
"no project" alternative had received consideration and no respondents indicated that structural alternatives outside their agency's
authority to implement had been considered. E.g., a pipeline or railroad as an alternative to a channel, wastewater reclamation as an
alternative to a reservoir for water supply was not considered. 2
Considerationof NonstructuralAlternatives
Approximately half of the Corps respondents (25/52) and a third
of the SCS respondents (16/44) included a nonstructural alternative
in their list of alternatives which had been considered. Two questions
were used to examine how seriously these nonstructural alternatives
had been considered. The first asked the respondent to place a check
in front of each alternative for which "preliminary design and cost
estimates" had been made. The second asked the respondent to indicate all of those alternatives which were "still being actively considered."
In order to obtain meaningful results from these data it was necessary to eliminate from the sample those cases for which planning was
not sufficiently far along for serious consideration to have been given
to any alternatives. The above question regarding preliminary design
and cost estimates was used for screening purposes; if no such estimates had been made for any alternative, the case was eliminated
from the sample. This screening procedure reduced the Corps sample
from 52 to 45 and reduced the SCS sample from 44 to 43.
Figure 1 summarizes the data on the consideration of nonstructural alternatives. Of the Corps sample of 45, only 20 respondents
indicated that a nonstructural alternative had been considered. Of
these, only 13 were considered seriously enough to warrant preliminary design and cost estimates and only 9 were still under active
24. SCS Form C respondents were not asked this question since they would not be
expected to have access to the information necessary to answer it.
25. It can be argued that it is unrealistic to require agencies to examine alternatives
which they cannot possibly implement; to do so ignores the institutional constraints imposed by the budgetary process and the distribution of responsibility among different
agencies. See, e.g., Wolman, supra note 5 at 777-78. Note also that the data here refer to
structural alternatives only. Strictly speaking, some of the nonstructural alternatives listed as
having been considered (e.g., flood plain zoning) are outside the authority of the Corps and
SCS to implement.
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consideration at the time of our survey. In SCS, only 15 respondents
out of a sample of 43 listed a nonstructural alternative and only 9 of
these received preliminary design and cost estimates. At the time of
the survey 5 of these remained under active consideration.
The last figures regarding the number of nonstructural alternatives
still under active consideration can be somewhat misleading without
some information on the status of planning in these cases. Ideally
one would like to follow all these planning studies to completion and
see how many nonstructural alternatives were ultimately recommended as the final plan. While it is impossible to do this with our
data, we can, nevertheless, see how many nonstructural alternatives
were included in those studies which were essentially complete; that
is, those for which only one alternative was listed as being under
active consideration. In the Corps sample there were 25 studies for
which only one alternative was still under active consideration. One
of these was a nonstructural alternative: a tidal flood control study
in which evacuation of the affected area was the alternative recommended in the draft survey report. In the SCS sample, 34 studies
were essentially complete in that only one alternative remained
under active consideration. One of these included a nonstructural
solution as part of the recommended plan: a project which included
a "dam, channel and flood plain land use control."
These data indicate that in the majority of Corps and SCS planning studies underway in early 1974, alternatives other than traditional structural alternatives were not receiving the sort of consideration called for by the CEQ and agency guidelines. One possible
explanation for the low numbers of nonstructural alternatives reported is that such measures are less likely to receive serious consideration because they are often outside of the authority of the
Corps and SCS to implement. 2 6 Another possible explanation centers on the planners' conception of the study objectives. Recall that
the survey question dealing with alternatives asked respondents to
list "only those alternatives considered which are capable of meeting
the study (the sponsors') objectives." It is conceivable that respondents did not list nonstructural alternatives because they were not
26. Another related explanation concerns the constraints imposed by the federal costsharing policies in effect at the time of our survey. Prior to 1974 the federal government
could not share in the cost of land acquisition. One result of this was a strong institutional
bias in favor of structural flood control solutions (which could be paid for with federal
dollars) as opposed to nonstructural solutions (the costs of which were borne by local
interests). Section 73 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 (Pub. L. No.
93-251), 33 U.S.C. § 701b-1l(b) (March 7, 1974) changed this policy. The federal government can now provide up to a maximum of 80 percent of the costs of land acquisition for
nonstructural flood protection alternatives.
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considered capable of meeting the study objectives. This explanation,
while possibly valid in terms of explaning these data, is itself a damning criticism of the planning process. If nonstructural alternatives are
not considered to be capable of meeting planning objectives, it suggests that these planning objectives are being defined too narrowly,
e.g., the objective of "flood control" rather than "flood protection."
If this is indeed the case, then nonstructural alternatives are not
really going to receive serious consideration no matter how much
consideration would appear to be given them.
SCS Interpretationof "Alternatives":Serious Implications?
There is one additional observation that can be drawn from these
data. Over a quarter of the SCS respondents indicated that there was
no alternative "still under active consideration." From an analysis of
responses to other questions, however, it was apparent that there was
a "project" still under active consideration. That is, the word "alternative" was being interpreted as "alternative to the proposed action." 2 This interpretation of alternative was observed not only in
studies which were essentially complete but in studies in early stages
of planning as well. To a number of SCS respondents the planning
effort apparently involved "the project" and alternatives to it.
While it may be argued that this interpretation of alternatives
represents nothing more than a semantic problem, we feel that it
may have more serious implications. This SCS interpretation of the
meaning of alternatives suggests that planning does not entail formulating a set of alternatives and then, at the conclusion of the study,
selecting the "best" alternative. Rather, it suggests that there is a
preconceived concept of the project and that alternatives are formulated primarily to satisfy various planning requirements.
The above interpretation of these SCS responses is supported by
results from interviews with SCS field level planners conducted
during this research effort. It is also borne out to some extent by
responses to the following statement, to which all SCS respondents
were asked to agree or disagree: "For practically all watershed projects planned to date, the alternative presented in the final work plan
is the alternative proposed in the P.I." (The P.I. is the preliminary
investigation used to determine whether there is a probable Public
Law 566 project and whether planning authorization should therefore be sought.) Fifty-five percent of the SCS respondents agreed
with this statement.
27. In the analysis above these responses were "corrected" to show one alternative still
under active consideration.
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This interpretation of the meaning of alternative was not observed
in the Corps responses. This does not imply that the same phenomenon does not occur in the Corps; perhaps it is just less overt. We
would argue, however, that the institutional constraints on the SCS
small watershed program could serve to limit the consideration of
alternatives. 2 8 If these institutional constraints are playing a major
role in determining which alternatives receive serious consideration
then there is little likelihood that NEPA will result in much more
than a pro forma consideration of alternatives in small watershed
planning.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND THE
CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES
A second measure of NEPA's effectiveness with respect to alternatives concerns the role of environmental impact assessment in the
formulation and evaluation of alternatives. If environmental impact
assessment is being integrated into the planning process rather than
being undertaken at the conclusion of planning, one would expect it
to have an effect on both the formulation and evaluation of alternatives. Information developed in the course of environmental impact
assessments should be used to formulate alternatives or to modify
those already under consideration in order to meet the new environmental considerations identified as a result of these assessments.
Environmental impact assessments should also develop information
to be used in making "trade offs" among alternatives-i.e., in the
evaluation or ranking of alternative plans.
Formulationof Alternatives
A question was included on the surveys which asked whether any
alternatives or project modifications had been suggested as a result of
environmental studies or effect assessments done for the particular
planning study referred to. The results of this question and the
follow-up question, "If yes, what were these?" are summarized in
Table 1. Those studies which were in the early stages of planning and
28. For example, Pub. L. No. 566 contains some explicit constraints on the consideration of alternatives in the form of limitations on watershed size, reservoir capacity and
project purposes. One effect of this is to bias the plaihning process toward the consideration
of structural alternatives; another effect is to foreclose (or at least seriously limit) the
consideration of alternatives at an early stage in the planning process. In fact, prior to 1974
the SCS planning procedures required that general project features and cost-sharing arrangements be worked out before an application for "planning" could be submitted to the SCS
Washington office for planning authorization. See W. Hill & L. Ortolano supra note 18, at
A-7 et seq.
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TABLE 1
Alternatives Formulated as a Result of

Environmental Impact Assessments
Question: "Have any alternatives or project modifications been suggested as a result of
environmental studies/effect assessments (impact studies) done for this survey (for the
environmental statement)?"

YES
NO

Corps
52%
48%
(N=60)

SCS
38%
62%
(N=82)

If yes, what were these alternatives or modifications?
Structural modifications or
refinements

Corps

SCS

17*

15

Fish and/or wildlife mitigation
or enhancement

7

11

Nonstructural alternative

3

3

Other or did not specify

4

2

(N=31)

(N=31)

*Figures given are number of respondents listing each alternative. Note that categories are
not mutually exclusive. Precedence in coding was given to the more specific of the categories (e.g., a structural modification for fish enhancement was coded in the latter
category).

for which a meaningful response could not be given (i.e., studies for
which environmental assessments may not yet have been well underway) are not included in these data.
As shown in Table 1, approximately half of the usable Corps
responses and a third of the usable SCS responses indicated that the
environmental assessment had functioned to suggest new alternatives
or project modifications in these planning studies. Perhaps more significantly, in approximately half of all these cases it had not functioned in this way.
As shown in the lower part of Table 1, most of the suggested
alternatives resulting from these environmental assessments were
structural design modifications, e.g., eliminating some of the channel
work or deciding on a lower level of flood protection, and fish and
wildlife mitigation and enhancement measures, e.g., buying up additional land for wildlife habitat or maintaining minimum flow releases
below a dam. Only three respondents in each agency indicated that a
nonstructural alternative (flood plain zoning or evacuation) had been
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suggested as a result of the environmental assessment. In no case did
a respondent indicate that the "no project" alternative had emerged
as a viable alternative as a result of these environmental impact
studies.
There is one possible explanation for these apparent low frequencies which warrants discussion. It might be argued that a reasonably
complete range of alternatives had been formulated for consideration
at the outset and thus there remained few alternatives to suggest.
This explanation is seriously undermined, however, by the data
presented above concerning the consideration of nonstructural and
"no project" alternatives. These alternatives, required by both CEQ
and agency guidelines, were not listed as alternatives considered in
the majority of cases in the sample. Although the opportunity clearly
existed for using the environmental impact assessment process to
suggest these alternatives and to thereby influence the formulation of
alternatives, this did not happen except in a very few of the cases.
Evaluation of Alternatives
With regard to evaluation, one could say that NEPA's policy objectives would be met if environmental factors received equal consideration with economic, technical, political, and other factors. This
might be achieved via three requirements stemming from NEPA's
Section 102(2)(C): (1) via the environmental impact assessment
process as discussed below; (2) via the more indirect influence of the
environmental resources personnel, as discussed in the next section;
or (3) via the "review and comment" (R&C) process provided for in
the last part of NEPA's Section 102(2)(C). The R&C process is the
process by which environmental statements and other informal environmental documents are circulated to other agencies and publics
in order to solicit their comments. The effects of this process on
planning and decision making in the Corps and SCS were examined
in this research and are reported elsewhere; 2 9 the results reported
below complement the results obtained in the examination of the
R&C process.
NEPA could be expected to have its most direct effect on the
evaluation of alternatives via the environmental impact assessment
process. One would expect that information generated by the impact
assessment process would be considered in ranking the suitability of
the various alternatives under consideration. In pre-testing the ques29. See W. Hill & L. Ortolano, Effects of NEPA 's Review and Comment Process on Water
Resources Planning: Results of a Survey of Planners in the Corps of Engineers and Soil
Conservation Service, 12 WATER RESOURCES RESEARCH 1093 (1976).
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tionnaires we found that everyone agreed that environmental impact
assessment played a meaningful role in the ranking of alternatives.
We therefore did not include this question on the surveys. Instead we
designed a more strongly worded question to gauge the extent of this
role. The question, included on Forms B and C, asked, again in
regard to the specific planning study referred to by the respondent,
whether any alternatives had been eliminated on the basis of environmental studies completed up to that time.
Table 2 shows the number of respondents in each agency who
indicated that an alternative had in fact been eliminated on the basis
of an environmental impact assessment. In approximately threequarters of the planning studies referred to by those respondents able
to complete the question, no alternative had been eliminated on the
basis of environmental studies done up to that point in the planning
process. In these planning studies anyway, the environmenal impact
assessment had not frequently functioned to eliminate alternatives;
whether or not there were alternatives that should have been eliminated because of adverse impacts is a question that cannot be answered by the data. Moreover, as argued elsewhere,3 the fact that
TABLE 2
Alternatives Eliminated on the Basis of
Environmental Impact Assessments
Question: "Have any alternatives been eliminated on the basis of environmental impact
studies/effect assessments done to date?"

Corps

SCS

YES

23%

26%

NO

77%
(N=57)

74%
(N=82)

If yes, what were these?

Corps

SCS

All or portions of channel work

3*

16

An impoundment site

5

1

A spoil disposal site

1

0

A levee

1

0

Did not specify

3

4

(N=13)
* Figures given are number of respondents listing each alternative.

30. Id. at 1097.

(N=21)
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the consideration of environmental values does not result in the
elimination of an alternative cannot be construed as a failure of
NEPA. There may be cases where an alternative with potentially
serious adverse impacts may still be judged to be the alternative
which best serves the public interest. NEPA requires only a full, good
faith balancing of environmental considerations along with economic
and technical considerations. (Given a large enough sample size, however, one would expect to find some alternatives eliminated on the
basis of environmental considerations.)
The effect of NEPA on the evaluation of alternatives is further
clarified by the results of the second half of the question-namely, if
alternatives were eliminated on the basis of impact assessments, what
were these alternatives? The responses, summarized in the lower half
of Table 2, suggest that the effects of environmental assessments on
the elimination of alternatives in these planning studies may be more
limited than the percentages reported in Table 2 would imply. This is
the case for two reasons. First, many of the "alternatives" described
by the respondents involve fairly modest modifications to an existing
alternative, e.g., the relocation of a spoil disposal site or the elimination of a short stretch of channel from a substantial channelization
plan. Second, the elimination of channels, either in whole or in part,
accounted for the majority of the alternatives eliminated. The fact
that the channelization practices of both agencies, especially the
SCS, had come under attack just prior to the time of our survey leads
to serious questions regarding whether the elimination of these particular alternatives should in fact be attributed solely to environmental assessments done in response to NEPA. As argued elsewhere, 3 1 the highly publicized "channelization controversy" may
have been as much responsible for the elimination of the channelization alternatives noted in Table 2 as NEPA. 3 2 The difficulty of
determining that an observed effect can be attributed to NEPA has
been discussed in more general terms by Hill and Ortolano. 3'
INTERDISCIPLINARY PLANNING AND THE
CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES
There is another NEPA provision, besides the Section 102(2)(C)
31. W. Hill, supra note 3.
32. See STREAM CHANNELIZATION: WHAT FEDERALLY FINANCED DRAGLINES AND BULLDOZERS DO TO OUR NATION'S STREAMS, H.R. REP. NO. 530, 93d
Cong., 1st Sess. (1973) for a synopsis of the Hearings on channelization before the Conservation and Natural Resources Subcomm. of the House Comm. on Govt. Operations in 1971
and 1973.
33. W. Hill & L. Ortolano,supra note 18, at 1-11 et seq.
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requirement, that might be expected to have an effect on the consideration of alternatives in agency planning. This is the Section
102(2)(A) requirement that agencies utilize a "systematic interdisciplinary approach" in planning and decision making. 4 If the Corps
and SCS are using an interdisciplinary approach, if they are utilizing
their personnel with environmental expertise for something other
than the preparation of environmental statements, then one might
expect to see this reflected in the consideration of alternatives. Thus
our third measure of NEPA's effectiveness in improving the consideration of alternatives, a more indirect measure than those above,
entails measuring the influence of agency environmental resources
(ER) personnel in the consideration of alternatives.
Who Formulatesthe Alternatives That are Considered?
As one approach to addressing this aspect of interdisciplinary planning, we included a question on all three forms that asked the respondents to indicate who they felt had the most influence with
regard to the selection of the alternatives which were to be considered in a survey investigation (watershed planning effort). The
Form A questionnaire asked the question in general terms ("Who
typically has the most influence..."). The Form B and C questionnaires tied the response to the specific planning study being referred
to by the respondent ("Who has had the most influence regarding the
selection of alternatives that have been considered to date?").
The responses to this question are summarized in Table 3. The
results for the Corps indicate that the study manager is most frequently perceived as having the most influence in regard to the
formulation of alternatives. The second most frequent response was
the planning branch or section, a less specific response that would
typically include the study manager.
In contrast to the Corps, the responses from the SCS planners
place less significance on the influence of a single individual and
more significance on the influence of the watershed planning party.
However, if we separate the responses in Table 3 into "in-house"
influences and "outside" influences, we find that there is no significant difference between the results from the Corps and SCS. This
point is noteworthy inasmuch as it does not support the following
contention which we heard repeatedly in preliminary interviews with
SCS planners: NEPA's effect on planning might be seriously limited
in that the federally assisted nature of the small watershed program
requires that the local sponsors have the most influence with respect
34. Supra note 7.
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TABLE 3
Most Influence Regarding Selection of Alternatives
for Consideration

In-house:
Study manager (watershed planning party leader)
Planning branch (WS planning party), "planners"
Environmental Resources personnel
Other Corps (SCS) personnel
Shared-Corps (SCS) and local sponsors
Outside the agency:
Local sponsors (including steering committees)
Other agencies
"The public"
Other outside influences

Corps

SCS

41%
33
2
3

13%
39
2
13

1

11

4
2
6
7
(N=95)

20
4
0
0
(N=128)

to the way in which planning is carried out. As shown by the results
in Table 3, the federally assisted nature of the SCS program does not
appear to manifest itself in terms of local sponsors' influence with
respect to the selection of the alternatives which are considered in
planning.
Who Selects the Alternative Which is Ultimately Recommended?
Another question included in the surveys asked respondents to
indicate who, in their opinion, has the most influence regarding the
selection of the alternative that is recommended in the final plan.
Again, the question was worded in general terms for the Form A
respondents ("[w] ho typically has the most influence . . .") while it
was tied to the specific planning study referred to by the Form B and
C respondents ["[wiho has had or will have the most influence
regarding the selection of the alternative that will be recommended
in the survey report (work plan)?"].
As shown in Table 4, the majority of the Corps respondents felt
that in-house persons or groups had the most influence regarding this
aspect of the planning process. Only slightly more than a quarter of
all Corps respondents felt that the most influence in regard to selection' of the final alternative resided with persons or groups outside
the Corps; only 12 percent felt that the local interests had the most
influence.
Compare these responses with those of SCS. Only slightly more
than a third of SCS respondents felt that any person or group within
SCS had the most influence in regard to the selection of the final
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TABLE 4
Most Influence Regarding Alternative Recommended in Final Plan

In-house:
Study manager (watershed planning party leader)
Planning branch (WS) planning party), "planners"
Environmental Resources personnel
Other Corps (SCS) personnel
Shared: Corps (SCS) and local sponsors
Outside the Agency:
Local sponsors (including steering committee)
Other agencies
"The public"
Other outside influences

Corps

SCS

28%
30
2
5

11%
13
0
11

7

8

12
3
4
9
(N=94)

51
4
0
2
(N=128)

plan. Just over half indicated that it was the local sponsors who had
the most influence regarding this decision. In contrast to the previous
question regarding which alternatives are to be considered, the results
from this question support the notion that local sponsors have a
significant influence on SCS planning. Indeed, the data in Table 4
suggest that SCS planners perceive their role as technical consultants
offering assistance to local sponsors who, in the final analysis, play
the key role in the ranking of alternatives. Under these circumstances, environmental quality considerations may be viewed as being
constraints on what the local sponsors can have done. This is different from the position taken by the Water Resources Council's "Principles and Standards" 3 I which requires that environmental quality
be considered as an objective of planning. The difference between
Corps and SCS respondents on this question (significant at the I
percent level using Chi-square analysis) is one of the strongest manifestations observed of the difference between federally sponsored
water resources planning in the Corps and federally assisted planning
in the SCS. 3 6
Influence of ER Personnel in the Formulationof Alternatives
We now turn our attention to the extent to which an interdisci35. U.S. Water Resources Council, Principles and Standards for Planning Water and Related Land Resources, 38 Fed. Reg. 24778 (1973).
36. See ANDREWS, ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGE
(1976) for a discussion of other ramifications of this difference between the federally
sponsored and federally assisted nature of the two programs as it relates to NEPA implementation.

NATURAL RESOURCES JOURNAL

[Vol. 18

plinary approach involving ER personnel was used in the formulation
of alternatives. In the Corps Districts these ER personnel are generally found in the environmental resources branch or section. While
these ER branches and sections were typically built up around a
nucleus of Corps personnel already with the Corps, many new personnel with backgrounds in environmental areas (e.g., biology, fish
and wildlife management, archaeology) were hired in order to meet
the requirements imposed by NEPA. This organizational group, with
very few exceptions, thus owes its existence to NEPA.' 7 SCS, unlike
the Corps, hired very few new personnel in response to NEPA. This
was due in part to the existence of a fairly large complement of
personnel with environmental backgrounds in the State Offices prior
to NEPA. These personnel were primarily engaged in the more traditional SCS activities related to soil conservation (e.g., soil surveys,
preparation of farm plans, etc.) and generally were not involved in
the small watershed planning program to any great extent. Both
agencies thus had within their ranks persons with suitable environmental expertise who could be used in interdisciplinary planning
efforts.
One measure of the extent to which interdisciplinary planning was
used in the Corps and SCS is the extent to which these ER personnel
were involved in the formulation of alternatives. A question was
included on Forms B and C to explore this issue in the context of the
specific planning studies referred to by the respondents. The question asked whether any alternatives had been "suggested by the persons in the environmental section/branch," or, in the case of SCS,
"by SCS personnel outside the planning party." If the answer was
yes the respondent was asked to indicate what these alternatives
were.
Table 5 summarizes the results of this question. A third of the
Corps respondents and slightly more than half of the SCS respondents replying to this question indicated that alternatives had been
suggested by these ER personnel. In our opinion, these figures are
low. In the case of these planning studies at least, this valuable inhouse source of environmental expertise was not being involved in
this very important aspect of planning to the extent that it could
have been.
While the affirmative responses are felt to be low for both agencies, there is a significant difference (at the 1 percent significance
37. See W. Hill, supra note 3; J. Nienaber, Bureaucracy, Policy and Change: The Impact
of Environmentalism in the Corps of Engineers, Resident Scholar Research Paper No. 4;
BERH, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (1975) at 29.
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TABLE 5
Formulation of Alternatives by Environmental Resources Personnel
Question: "Have any alternatives been suggested by persons in the environmental resources
section/branch? (by SCS personnel outside the planning party?)"

YES
NO

Corps
33%
67%
(N=57)

SCS
57%
43%
(N=86)

If yes, what were these alternatives?
Structural modifications or
refinements
Fish and/or wildlife mitigation,
enhancement
Land treatment
Nonstructural alternative
The "no project" alternative
Other or did not specify

Corps

SCS

8*

9

6
0
2
1
2
(N=19)

21
9
5
1
4
(N=49)

*Figures given are number of respondents listing each alternative. Note that categories are
not mutually exclusive. Precedence in coding was given to the more specific of the categories (e.g., a structural modification for fish and wildlife enhancement was coded as fish and

wildlife enhancement).

level using Chi-square analysis) between the Corps and SCS responses
on this question, with the Corps showing significantly less involvement of its ER personnel than SCS. One reason for this may be that
the Corps ER branches or sections in most Districts were being utilized to prepare environmental statements on the higher priority
construction and/or operation and maintenance projects or for projects in advanced stages of planning; in many cases personnel in these
ER groups simply did not have the time to become involved in the
early stages of preauthorization planning. This was not a problem in
SCS in that (1) SCS had not elected to deal with its backlog of
previously planned projects in as thorough a manner as the Corps and
(2) these non-watershed planning personnel, while involved in environmental statement work, were generally not directly responsible
for the preparation of environmental statements. Thus, the SCS inhouse environmental expertise was not tied up in the preparation of
environmental statements and was, therefore, more available for
involvement in planning, per se.
If we examine the types of alternative suggested by these ER
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personnel when they are involved in the formulation of alternatives,
we see that the percentages in Table 5 may overstate the extent of
this involvement. The alternative listed by those respondents who
indicated that the ER group had suggested an alternative were coded
into five categories, as shown in the second part of Table 5, based on
the categories suggested by the CEQ guidelines and Corps and SCS
NEPA procedures. As was the case with alternatives suggested as a
result of environmental impact assessments (Table 1), the alternatives
listed were often either structural design modifications or fish and/or
wildlife mitigation measures. The other major category of alternative
frequently listed by SCS respondents was land treatment, an alternative which as a matter of SCS policy is supposed to be part of every
watershed plan. Only two respondents listed the "no project" alternative as one suggested by the ER group and only seven respondents
indicated that a nonstructural alternative had been suggested by
these ER personnel. While these low numbers are not surprising given
the frequency with which these nonstructural and "no project" alternatives were considered overall, one might have hoped that the
impetus for the consideration of these alternatives would have come
from these personnel with the environmental expertise.
Furthermore, as was the case with alternatives eliminated as a
result of environmental impact assessments, many of the alternatives
listed dealt with channels. The implication of this observation, as
noted above and discussed at length elsewhere, 3 8 is that the effect of
NEPA may be even more limited than the data would indicate.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The overall conclusions to be drawn from the data presented
above are very much dependent on one's expectations regarding what
NEPA was or can be expected to accomplish. We have shown here
and elsewhere3 that NEPA has brought about a number of changes
in the planning of Corps and SCS water projects. However, for the
most part these changes have largely been what we would call "cosmetic"-that is, project modifications and mitigation measures added
to protect or enhance the environment. NEPA has had a significant
effect in this area. To some this is perhaps as much as should be
expected.
In this paper, however, we have argued that NEPA was intended to
do much more than this. It was intended to be more than a full
disclosure law. It was intended to do more than insure that environ38. W. Hill, supra note 3.
39. W. Hill & L. Ortolano, supra note 18.
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mental considerations were brought in at the end of planning to
minimize adverse environmental impacts of (already planned) projects. Rather, NEPA was intended to force federal agencies to consider environmental factors equally with economic and technical
factors in their planning and decision making processes. If NEPA is
to accomplish this end it is necessary that environmental considerations be integrated into planning starting at the earliest possible point
in the process. In our opinion one of the best measures of the extent
to which environmental considerations are made an integral part of
an agency's planning process is the consideration given to alternatives-the range of different alternatives considered, how the various
alternatives are formulated, and the types of information that enter
into the evaluation of these alternatives.
On the basis of NEPA, the CEQ guidelines and the Corps and SCS
procedures implementing these, three measures of NEPA's effectiveness in improving the consideration of alternatives were identified
and questions relating to these drawn up. The Corps and SCS responses to these questions, obtained via questionnaire surveys mailed
to the field level offices of those agencies in 1974, are summarized
below.
The first measure of effectiveness relates to the range of alternatives being considered. We were especially concerned with whether
Corps and SCS planners were following the guidelines of the CEQ
and their own agencies by giving serious consideration to a wide
range of alternatives including nonstructural measures and the "no
project" alternative. The data indicate that in the majority of the
Corps and SCS planning studies included in our questionnaire survey,
alternatives other than traditional structural alternatives were not
receiving the sort of consideration called for by the CEQ and agency
guidelines. Indeed, in only one quarter of the studies for which preliminary design and cost estimates had been made for at least one
alternative had nonstructural alternatives been considered seriously
enough to warrant such estimates. Moreover, only two respondents
indicated that the alternative of "no action" had received consideration.
The second measure of effectiveness concerns the influence of
environmental impact assessments in the formulation and evaluation
of alternatives. The influence of environmental impact assessments in
the formulation of alternatives was examined by asking whether any
alternatives had been suggested as a result of environmental assessments done for the study. Less than half of the respondents replying
to this question indicated that impact assessment had served this
function. The influence of environmental impact assessment on the
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evaluation of alternatives was examined by asking whether any alternatives had been eliminated from further consideration based on
environmental studies. Slightly less than a quarter of the usable
responses to this question were affirmative. That is, in three-quarters
of these studies environmental impact assessments had not, as of the
time of our survey, turned up any impacts sufficiently adverse to
warrant elimination of an alternative. Furthermore, an examination
of the types of alternatives listed by those respondents who answered
these questions in the affirmative suggests that even these low numbers may overstate the effect of NEPA on the consideration of alternatives. Over half of the alternatives listed as having been eliminated
as a result of environmental impact assessments dealt with channels,
an observation which suggests that the highly publicized "channelization controversy" may have been as much responsible for the elimination of these alternatives as NEPA.
The third and final measure of effectiveness deals with the extent
to which agency personnel with environmental expertise influence
the consideration of alternatives. As a first step in examining this
issue we asked who typically has the most influence both in regard to
the selection of the alternatives that are considered and the selection
of the alternative ultimately recommended in the final plan. Approximately three-quarters of the Corps respondents and half of the SCS
respondents felt that the most influence with regard to the alternatives selected for consideration was exerted by the study manager or
planning branch in the Corps and the watershed planning party or
planning party leader in SCS. Significantly, however, for SCS the
emphasis shifted to the local sponsors on the question of who had
the most influence regarding the selection of the alternative recommended in the final plan. In neither agency did ER personnel appear
to play a major role in deciding which alternatives would be considered. In fewer than 50 percent of the studies referred to had an
alternative been suggested by these environmental resources personnel; the alternatives which were suggested were primarily modifications of existing structural alternatives or fish and wildlife mitigation
measures. From these data it appears that the selection of the alternatives which are considered remains the special province of the
engineers in charge of the study. Interdisciplinary planning, as measured by the involvement of non-engineers in the consideration of
alternatives, was apparently not widespread.
Based on our expectations as to what NEPA should accomplish
with respect to the consideration of alternatives, we would have to
conclude that NEPA has not been very effective. In Corps and SCS
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planning studies underway in early 1974 NEPA had not greatly
affected either the types of alternatives being considered or who and
what influenced the formulation and evaluation of these alternatives.

